This paper addresses the reception of desertions from the First Crusade in the Latin West in early twelfth century. As the crusading deserters did not accomplish their crusading vows, they were often targets of criticism and mockery. However, the chronicles do not reflect this social phenomenon entirely. While some authors criticised the deserters, the others were making excuses for their withdrawals. The study proposes the reasons of this incoherence and discusses the attitude of the twelfth-century crusading authorities. It appears that the ambiguous portrayal of crusading apostates might have been caused by pope Paschal II's understanding of the crusading vow, as well as by personal motivations of the French Benedictine chroniclers.
The Crusading Vow
The desertions from the First Crusade are reflected by numerous Latin sources (and modern literature, as well).
1 Apart from the chronicles dedicated to the very campaign, other clues appear in the sources of local importance, such as charters, letters, or local histories. Yet before focusing on the deserters and their reflection in the sources, we should outline the connection between the crusading movement and the medieval understanding of reputation.
In the 11th century, honour was considered one of the most important attributes of a nobleman, therefore any violation of a promise provoked a loss of prestige. The crusading vow itself represented a commitment of an individual who wanted to undertake the journey to Jerusalem. It represented a treaty with the Church which -in returnpromised the forgiveness of all confessed sins, even those remembered from childhood. The pilgrim was then expected to depart for the Holy Sepulchre, wearing a sign of cross sewed on the right shoulder or between the shoulders; while the Church itself promised to protect their property during their absence.
2 The crusaders were recognized as milites 1 See notably Brundage (1969: pp. 31-39 and 121-133) ; Brundage (1971: pp. 334-343) ; Noth (1966: pp. 130-135) ; Kostick (2013: pp. 32-49) ; Sutner (2016: pp. 114-132) ; Housley (2008: pp. 105-108) ; Siberry (1985: pp. 47-68) ; Riley-Smith (1998: pp. 147-149) ; Riley-Smith (2002: pp. 13-28) . I have already published some ideas in Sitár (2017: pp. 7-28) . Bliese (1990: pp. 393-411) ; Tyerman (2006: pp. 72-89) ; Flori (2005: pp. 15-36) ; Gaposchkin (2013: pp. 44-91) ; Giles (2002: pp. 135-142) ; Balard (2001: pp. 38-40) ; Brundage (1971: pp. 334-343) ; Siberry (1985: pp. 25-46) .
3 See e.g., Gesta Francorum, II and VI.
4
See notably Noth (1966: pp. 130-135) ; Brundage (1969: pp. 36-39) ; cf. Sibbery (1985: pp. 47-68) ; Price (2005: pp. 14-82); concerning infamy Greenidge (1894: pp. 41-185) .
5 Emicho, count of Nahegau (also known as the count of Flonheim) joined the crusade after experiencing convincing visions that he would become "the second Saul" and would conquer new territories in southern Italy. Soon after he departed for the East, he participated in the anti-Jewish massacre in Mainz (2 June 1096), located in the vicinity of his county. Salomo Bar Simson (Haverkamp 2005: pp. 604-605) ; Ekk. Uraug., Chron., AD MXCVIIII; cf. Stow (2001: pp. 911-933 hundreds of mounted knights and maybe thousands of footmen. 8 In other words, they were in charge of considerable military bodies.
The departures of crusading princes were not left unnoticed by the supreme authorities who immediately criticised similar weakening of their military power. Driven by the fear of fatal disintegration of the army, in January 1098, the commanders humiliated one of the fleeing counts whom they captured on his flight, trying to discourage other potential deserters. They also decided to threaten with excommunication all those who detached themselves from the army and were postponing their return.
9
The crusaders could have become even more concerned about the desertions after the arrival of reinforcements from the Holy Roman Empire in July 1098. The new pilgrims could have confirmed that before their departure from Europe, the Church did not penalize any particular deserter. 10 In September 1098, the crusading princes decided to express their disagreement and wrote a letter to pope Urban II (1088-1099), appealing to him to support the campaign personally and to properly address the crusading apostasy. They even suggested that "all who put off their journey ought not to have any advice or privilege" from the pope at all, neither to have "the permission to stay among the Christian people".
11 In other words, the crusaders requested the deserters to be excommunicated unless they accomplish their journey in Jerusalem. The main motivation for such a suggestion was the crusaders' belief that they would not be able to conquer the Holy Land without the troops that had already abandoned the campaign. Brundage (1960: p. 382 , n. 13); Runciman (1951: p. 339 ). The numbers in medieval texts were often symbolic and far from reliable. However, if Hugh and Stephen departed together with more than 500 knights, their departure certainly weakened the rest of the crusading army. As modern estimates suggest that the crusading cavalry could consist of 4. to 6.000 knights in the very beginning of campaign, similar withdrawals must have had significantly negative impact on the crusaders' morale. Runciman (1951: pp. 337-340) ; Riley-Smith (2003: p. 63); Riley-Smith (2002: pp. 13-20) , cf. France (1994: pp. 122-142) . On the other hand, one must not forget that many of those who departed were poor pilgrims without any military or political power. Even some of the noblemen who temporarily assisted in the siege of Antioch should not be considered crusaders. For example, William of Grandmesnil (one of the famous "rope-dancers") was most likely emperor Alexios's minion. It is also questionable whether the Genoese sailors, or the Flemish and English pirates had to "accept the cross" in order to assist the crusaders.
Gesta Francorum, XV; Petrus Tud., Hist., VI; Radulf. Cad., Gesta Tancredi, LX (RHC Occ. 3 1866: p. 650). The anxiety of crusaders was also amplified by the departure of the Byzantine representative Tatikios. His departure was already discussed in focused studies, see especially France (1971: pp. 137-147) ; Shepard (1998: pp. 185-277) ; cf. Černáková (2016: pp. 37-49). found in various crusading sources from the late 11th and early 12th centuries, including the eye-witness testimonies.
Desertions in the Eye-Witness Testimonies
The desertions from the First Crusade were first reflected in charters written in 1096.
13
Although the sources indicate that the apostates were greeted with mockery, the criticism seemed to be spontaneous and possibly depended on local structures. 14 After June 1098, the crusading princes requested the Church to threaten the deserters with excommunication unless they fulfilled their vows. 15 And similar negative attitude infiltrated the eye-witness testimonies written around 1100. For example, Raymond of Aguilers, the chaplain of Raymond of Saint-Gilles admits that one of the reasons why he decided to write down the history of the campaign was the fact that there were many "cowardly deserters who have since tried to spread lies rather than truth". His disgust resulted in an appeal to his "future readers to avoid the friendship and counsel of such renegades." 16 Other chronicles indicate that the crusaders used to reproach the deserters with cowardice, 17 dishonesty, and suggested their separation from the Christian society.
18
Even though the crusaders addressed the apostasy since 1097, their criticism was incoherent. Usually, the eye-witnesses distinguished between the particular desertions as in their chronicles, there appeared three categories of deserters: (1) those who were openly shamed as cowards; (2) those whose desertions were mentioned, but neither commented nor criticised; and (3) those whose desertions were ignored by the particular author.
19 Either way, neither of the participants of the crusade tried to excuse any of the withdrawals.
This observation renders interesting as in the French Benedictine chronicles from 1100s, the attitude changed. Those coward, dishonest, and shameful deserters becameinterestingly -subject to rehabilitation.
13 Cf. the case of Drogo "Rediratus" in Chauvin (1997: CLVIII p. 144 Their approach to Stephen, count of Blois and Chartres, can serve as another example. Stephen withdrew from the crusade in June 1098 under the pretext of illness. In the Gesta Francorum, he is described as a "fool" who "pretended to have caught some disease" and "shamefully retreated just like a most miserable scoundrel". 25 The Benedictines, however, were not as much critical of Stephen. Baudry of Bourgueil and Guibert 21 Gesta Francorum, XV; translated by Dass (2011: p. 56 24 Guib. Nov., Gesta Dei, IV.7-9.
25 Gesta Francorum, XXVII; translated by Dass (2011: pp. 81-82 ). Stephen's withdrawal has had unexpected consequences. The count of Blois journeyed home through Anatolia and at Philomelium (Akşehir), he met the Byzantine emperor Alexios I Komnenos. Alexios, who was supposed to hurry with an army to assist the crusaders at Antioch, decided after a council with Stephen to return to Constantinople and to cover his retreat with scorched land. Stephen's role in the crusade, as well as his desertion were already subject to research of modern scholars, cf. Brundage (1960: pp. 380-395) ; Pryor (1998: pp. 26-74); Völkl (2016: pp. 133-150) ; Rousset (1963: pp. 183-195) .
of Nogent accepted the suggestion of the count's sudden illness and excused his withdrawal emphasising his military experience. Robert of Rheims changed the general tone of the account and omitted some of the invectives introduced by the Gesta Francorum.
26
Although there are other examples of the reduced criticism, 27 there is no need to address each of them directly. The point is that the French chroniclers writing in 1105-1109 tended to rehabilitate the crusading deserters. There are two possible explanations for this approach: (1) the chroniclers' affection either for the deserters or for their families, and (2) The Benedictines' praise for the nobility could have been caused by their personal acquaintances. For instance, Guibert and Baudry possibly reduced the criticism of Stephen of Blois and Chartres as they personally knew the count and his vassals. Indeed, their preserved texts (both prosaic and poetic) contain evidence of their positive attitude towards the elites from Chartres.
29 Guibert of Nogent even openly admits that he would not comment on failures of the noblemen (of the "rope-dancers" retinue) that he knew personally: "There were other deserters from the Holy Army (...). Some of them we do not know; others we know very well, but we prefer not to humiliate them". 30 The chronicler purposely decided not to expose the names of certain deserters.
Yet the Crusade of 1101 played an important role in the chroniclers' apologetics of deserters, too. This campaign was joined by many renegades from the First Crusade who wished to accomplish their crusading vows. It appeared that during the years 1101-1102, many crusading deserters reached Jerusalem, or died trying. Such were the cases of Stephen of Blois, Hugh of Vermandois, William the Charpenter, and others. 31 Either way, they redeemed themselves, having paid their debts both to the Church and to their However, the chroniclers' sympathy towards nobility and the Crusade of 1101 seem to be only a part of the explanation. If both reasons were generally acceptable, one could expect similar reducing of criticism to appear across the whole Latin tradition. Apart from France, contemporary chroniclers from the Levant or the Holy Roman Empire did not tend to excuse the crusading desertions at all. 33 And what is even more interesting, after 1110, similar tendencies vanish from the French tradition as well. 34 For instance, after 1130, Stephen of Blois, who redeemed himself in the Holy Land in 1102, is portrayed by Orderic Vitalis (ca. 1135) as a coward, driven "by fear as well as shame", who needed to be encouraged by his own wife during the "conjugal caresses" to recover his "courage and strength". 35 In the anonymous Historia peregrinorum euntium Jerusolymam (ca. 1131), Stephen is shamed in a similar way as he was in the first eye-witness accounts.
36
The interpretative uniqueness of the French Benedictines from the 1100s is even more apparent when compared to the oral tradition. Although it is difficult to reconstruct the development of popular vernacular narratives, according to the sketchy allusions that appear in the sources, the deserters were never forgiven. Quite the contrary, some of their flights were exaggerated, which means that in the collective memory, they were remembered rather as incompetent cowards.
37 This should not come as a surprise as several contemporary authorities agreed on the obligation for crusaders to accomplish their journey in Jerusalem. 38 The general loss of deserters' prestige can also be demonstrated by the cases when the French and English kings took chance and deprived some of the infamous apostates of their lands. 39 32 See e. g., Alb. Aquen., Hist., VIII.6-17; Bald. Dol., Hist., III (Biddlecombe 2014: p. 76 With regard to the above, one should conclude that Baudry's, Robert's and Guibert's tendencies did not reflect the general attitude of the Western society. Necessarily, such suggestion evokes the questions: What was the general attitude of the Western society in the 1100s? How did the crusading authorities perceive the crusading apostasy, especially after the criticism raised in 1098?
The Response of the Papacy
According to the sources, the first reactions to the desertions were rather spontaneous than organised. The lack of the Church's response, as well as several waves of desertions provoked the crusaders' queries which were openly addressed to the Western authorities. After October 1098, when the crusaders' concerns were interpreted to the Church, 40 the pope and his prelates could not ignore the issue any longer. As of April 1099, pope Urban II began to address the apostacy publicly, though his agenda was scattered by his death in July 1099. 41 In 1099/1100, in a letter to the French clergy, Urban's successor Paschal II (1099-1118) confirmed the stigmatization of the deserters with infamy. 42 The new pope also suggested that "all those who cowardly withdrew from Antioch should be subject to excommunication unless they promised to return" to the journey to Jerusalem. 43 This appeal was accepted by the French and Anglo-Norman prelates who in 1100 threatened all crusading deserters with excommunication (except for the poor and the ill who could not attend another journey). 44 This focused criticism, amplified by the threats of social and spiritual exclusion, expelled the deserters from their homes so that in 1101, they departed within the ranks of the new crusade. Although the aim of the new campaign was to reinforce the weak defences of the Latin Overseas, the deserters sought first of all their own rehabilitation. 45 England dispossessed Ivo of Grandmesnil after his participation in Robert of Normandy's rebelion (1102) 45 Cate (1969: pp. 343-367) ; Riley-Smith (2003: pp. 120-134) ; Andenna & Salvarani (2003); Mulinder (1996); Tyerman (2006: pp. 170-175) . Concerning the deserters' lack of motivation, the sources are explicit: Alb. Aquen., Hist., VIII.6; Bald. Dol., Hist., III (Biddlecombe 2014: p. 76); Fulch. Car., Hist., II.16; Willelm. Malm., Gesta regum, IV.383; Willelm. Tyr., Hist. rerum, X.12 (RHC Occ. 1 1844: p. 416 ).
Interestingly, some of the apostates (including noblemen) 46 rendered immune to the criticism and settled in the West. Nevertheless, their lingering was not addressed by any Church agenda at all, neither it was mentioned at the synodes of Rome and London (both 1102), nor later. 47 This sudden ignorance clearly contrasts with the Church's rhetorics of the precedent years (1100-1). The lack of interest almost indicates that after the departure of the Crusade of 1101, the pope de facto pardoned (or postponed the completion of) the unfulfilled crusading vows. But was this the case? Was the pope trying to transform the attributes of crusading?
Paschal II inherited Urban II's policy concerning the Investiture Controversy, East-West Schism, and the Norman policy in Southern Italy. Compared to those, the pope could never address the crusading desertions with such priority. Therefore, when he was approached by the crusaders to penalize the apostates, he accepted their arguments and expelled the deserters to the East. 48 As their departure in 1101 appeased the victorious crusaders, Paschal possibly considered the issue to be solved for good.
However, the pope and his prelates contravened the crusader's obligation to reach the Holy Sepulchre by any means necessary, as they accepted unfulfilled crusading vow if illness or poverty prevented the pilgrim to accomplish the journey. Such attitude seemed reasonable, though there was not any tool established to recognize who was ill or poor enough to be excused.
Meanwhile, pope Paschal II refused to accept the crusading vows of the noblemen from the Iberian Peninsula and forbade them any participation in a crusade to the Holy Land. Instead of fighting Turks or Fatimids, he expected them to fight Almoravids within their own borders. 49 Either way, those crusaders were not expected to reach Jerusalem. Few years later (ca. 1103), Paschal discouraged another potential crusader. Bertrand of Toulouse, son of a crusading hero Raymond of Saint-Gilles, confirmed his wish to visit the Holy Land. However, as Bertrand was subject to excommunication due to continuous looting of the Church property in Saint-Gilles, Paschal wrote him a letter to prevent him from journeying East as the pilgrimage "would not grant his soul any benefit at all". 50 Paschal did his best to avoid a precedent that an excommunicated person could redeem themselves by a pilgrimage to Jerusalem without any actual act of satisfaction. Possibly for the same reason, Paschal ignored the crusading vow of the Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV (1056/84-1105) who accepted the cross in 1103. 51 As Henry was excommunicated due to the Investiture Controversy, Paschal did not react to his lingering until his death in 1106. Although Paschal's approach was theologically and politically justified, he was making distinctions among those who considered the journey. Discouraging Bertrand and ignoring Henry's commitment implied that the crusading vow did not necessarily mean the obligation to journey to Jerusalem for everyone.
It seems that this incoherent argumentation of the Church influenced the French Benedictines, as well. As the crusader's requirement to reach the Holy Sepulchre was in question, the chroniclers could not consider it prohibited to praise the particular deserters. But why did the apologies appear only in the French sources from the 1100s?
The Context of the Campaign of Bohemond of Antioch
In late 1104, a crusading hero Bohemond of Antioch returned to the West to rally an army for a new crusade. After a short visit of pope Paschal II in Rome, Bohemond moved to France where he married king Philip's daughter, Constance. His very presence in France, as well as his preaching for a new journey to Jerusalem, attracted a lot of attention to the crusading movement. 52 As the Crusade of 1101 brought more casualties than success, the inspiration for the new pilgrimage was sought in the First Crusade. Therefore, Bohemond's propagandists reworked the general narrative to deliver the plausible crusading experience to the audience supposed to support the new pilgrimage. Indeed, the echoes of this transition inspired the French Benedictine authors whose writing seems to have been influenced by Bohemond's very presence in France. 53 Yet concerning the reduced criticism of deserters, the authors seem to have known them or their families personally. However, as the deserters were publicly known, the chroniclers did not suppress their withdrawals, but rather tried to misinterpret them. Although they described the particular desertions, they approached them as flawed decisions of rather noble men.
The Latin West authorities' fading interest in the penalization of crusading deserters became apparent after the Bohemond's failed Crusade of 1107-8. After 1108, a significant part of Bohemond's army disengaged from the rest and returned to Apulia. Although the pope must not have necessarily considered the campaign to be a crusade 51 Henry IV declared his will to journey East in a letter to Hugh of Cluny, see Die Briefe Henrichs IV, XXXI. 53 Sweetenham (2005: pp. 4-15) ; Paul (2010: pp. 534-566) ; Biddlecombe (2014: pp. lv-lx) .
(due to the siege of Byzantine Dyrrachion), the point is that many of those who "accepted the cross" did not ever reach Jerusalem. Despite numerous desertions, the papacy did not criticise any of the renegades for their unfulfilled vows. Therefore, the expressions of disgrace appeared only in the works of later crusading chroniclers.
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Conclusion
As demonstrated by this paper, the literary portrayal of deserters from the First Crusade is incoherent and ambiguous. Although the reactions of crusaders were full of spite and criticism, in the beginning of the 12th century, the Benedictine authors tended to excuse the crusading apostates. This approach could have been caused by their affection for the families of the particular deserters or by the outcome of the Crusade of 1101. However, this can be only a part of the explanation. Taking into account the historical period, the Benedictines were writing in time of incoherent argumentation of the Church. To the pope and the prelates, the desertions meant everything but priority, therefore they only reacted to the actual situation: in 1101, they were willing to threaten the deserters with excommunication due to their unfulfilled vows; while in 1105, they kept ignoring this reduced, yet persisting issue. This ambivalence infiltrated the Benedictine chronicles especially when they were meant to propagate the very idea of crusading in order to support the recruitment of Bohemond's army. Although later tradition rejected these apologetic tendencies, the ambiguous portrayal of renegades remains as a reminder of the ideological incoherence of the early crusading movement.
